should occupy one sitting, but in consequence of so many papers being submitted to the conference relative to the inquiry system, the consideration of that subject somewhat overlapped the evening proceedings, a course that met with some little disapproval among those then assembled. The attendance was not large, but considerable interest was manifested in the proceedings by those present.
Tuesday Afternoon.
The sitting on Tuesday afternoon was presided over by Dr. W. Knowsley Sibley, of the North-West London Hospital.
In opening the proceedings, the Chairman intimated that four papers were to be read on the subject of the inquiry system. The Hospital Reform Association, he said,was founded in 1896, at which time the question of hospital abuse was beginning to attract public notice, being then in the hands of a few specialists. The main bulk of the hospital authorities, however, were so far in ignorance of the question that they showed righteous indignation at the very word " abuse. '' In London, especially, they said such a thing did not exist, and as to there being any necessity for inquiry?well, the whole thing was more or less pooh-poohed. The first move made was when the Hospital Sunday Fund in 1897 passed a resolution that in the matter of the distribution of their funds they were going to give special merit to those who had an inquiry officer. As this was a body which could touch the purses of the hospitals, they listened to it and more or less investigated the alleged abuses, instituting in jthe end some kind of inquiry. Many of the officers who had been appointed were rather inefficient, but one or two had an inquiry officer of the right kind. He was sorry to see that the Prince of Wales's Fund, which had done so much good work in various directions?and which had recently instituted a special visiting committee to report on the efficiency or otherwise of the administration?was at present rather adverse to anything of the kind. They said their work was to go into statistics, &c., and they had nothing to do with the question of who was treated or how they were treated?that rested with the individual hospitals. He regarded that as a mistake, feeling as he did that the Fund would become more popular if it would follow more or less in the lines of the Hospital Sunday Fund, and'give merit to those hospitals where a proper inquiry took place.
Mr. Douglas Dent, of Bristol, in the course of a lengthy paper upon tho Inquiry System, slid (1) the main thought that had prompted the charity of those who gave money every year to hospitals was that the suffering and deserving poor might not go uncared for. They were all agreed that free treatment such as the author of the paper defined should be accorded to tho poor, and they were equally sure that if treatment of the same character ought to be given to other than the poor it ought not to be free, but ought to be paid for honestly, according to the means and resources of the patients. Here (4) that the result of the adoption of the principle would be for the good of the poor, the charitable public, the medical profession, and the hospitals.
Sir William Broadbent characterised the paper just read as the best exposition of the principles iipon which charitable relief ought to be conducted he had ever heard. There was no single word in it from which he dissented. As a hospital physician to many out-patients and in-patients he had seen from time to time that the services of the doctors were given to cases which iwere not really proper cases for charitable assistance.
But the doctors themselves felt perfectly hopeless. It was not for them, when such a case came before them, to take upon themselves the duty of protesting and inquiring. It was through the agency of the Charity Organisation Society, through the methods which it had adopted and which were not only efficient and trustworthy, but in essence kindly and just?it was through the work of that society that he had come to entertain some hope that hospitals might be relieved from work which was not their own, that the malversation of charitable funds?for that was what it amounted to?might be prevented, and that the suffering poor might come by their rights. That was what they had in view, and that such a thing was possible he had been at any rate hopeful; indeed, having heard the paper just read, he was confident that this end could be accomplished. The inquiry instituted by many of the hospitals was honest enough, was in a certain degree efficacious, and was to some extent deterrent, but it could not be the complete inquiry which alone made it possible to deal with the abuses which more or less prevailed. He Committee of the Hospital Saturday Fund) said tliecommitee of that fund were at one with this association in trying to settle this vexed question.
The conference then adjourned.
Tuesday Evening.
The Rev. A. G. Russell-Wakefield presided over the evening meeting, and said that although the meeting was primarily arranged for the consideration of the question of "Payment by Patients," it had been decided to allow discussion upon the subject which had been under consideration during the afternoon. It would, he went on to say, be impossible for any clergyman working in London not to be aware of the necessity for something being done as to payment bjr patients. They had to distribute an immense number of letters, and they knew that sometimes there were abuses in consequence of the present system, notwithstanding that they did their very utmost to prevent such abuse. On the other hand, there were many people who hesitated to take a letter simply because it was absolutely free; they felt it would be more fitting that they should pay something. If payments were made customary, he thought that there would be less abuse.
He was constantly asked for free letters by people who could well afford to pay a considerable sum to their own private doctors, and he was asked for letters by people on behalf of dependents in many cases where the applicants would do a great deal better to themselves provide a doctor for that dependent.
Most bare faced applications were made at times, and it was perfectly abominable that such should be the case.
There was also another side to the question, and that was that it was a cruel thing that doctors, living in poor districts, who were always ready, in season and out of season, to be at the beck and call of the poor, and who had no opportunity of making anything more than the barest competency, should have taken away from them those who ought, and, but for the hospital letter, would go to them'and pay a fee. 
